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.HOW STATES COMPARE IN FINANCIAL SUPPORT OF PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION 1983-84
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This report presents CUfLLnf Lal year”appropriations and supporting data
for comparative analysis of  stare financing of public higher education.-
It -is bas 9 on the WMgll col Fction/of state appropriations reported by M. M.
Chambers.=" /' The report pgresents a model of state’ rankings for sevén -
independent factors plusg/ eight derived measurements .which together
represent the principal sfate conditions and financial actions underlying
and governing appropriatjon levgels. Analysis and interpretation of‘ the
. data 1s aXNgtate and indivAdual responsibility < T
Ther tex lains ; the model’ and‘ its use, "defines the
;,ﬁzgéimeasurements, and presepts a limited macro analysis. A technical appendix
proyides gréater detail on data definitions for financial and budget

_officers. / : : ) A

= - -

The seﬁ@n factors of'the model ‘are presented inm three tables. Table 1!
oo presents the factors ‘independently by state in rank order for fiscal year
1984. “Table- 2 presents. the factors collectively by state 1in’ “alphabetical
order. Table 4 presents.the” factors by state-bi torically for fiscal years
1978 through 1984. The basic data on which “the factorsware calculated are

presented in table 3. for fiscal year 1984 and h1storicaily in.table 5. -
w .. : .0 ] .
odel Description FCORE f*, X ’ . . -

The model 1is intended to report the prin¢ipal factors governing state
¢support of public higher education, to indicate how these factors inter-
relate and their felative importance ‘and Eusceptibility to change, and,
through interstate comparisonsy to identlfy benchmarks for performance
. appratsal. Whilte the individual measﬂrements are accurate, the analysis,
fo us d at the state level, lacks the refinement of. institutional detail
necessary for an authorltative study.”/ The model should therefoTe be used

-

fs . - .- .
l/ ‘Public higher education “ncFides all public institutions ﬁisted in the
Education Directory, Colleges and Universities, National \Center for
Education Statisgics. ° :Td ' be., listed, ingtitutions ‘mu§\ provide
college-level studies, awsrd at least an assoclate degree,™ and be

aqgfeﬁite&\by a nationally recogplzed agency. Area voeational—technical

”schools not meeting these criteria are excluded

L" @ R
- . \
- 2 M.M. Chambers, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating ExRenses
of Higher Education, National Association of State Universities and Land—i
Grant Cblleg@s, Waghington, D C. s

31 . For detail of financing revenues and expenditure{hxy institutional
_type, see Marilyn Mgpoy and Kent Halstead, Financidp_ élgher Education in
- the Fifty Staces, 3rd Edition (1981 data), National Center for * HLgher

, Education Management Systems, .Boulder, Colorado, 1984. For ordering’
. information contact NCHEMS Publication Department, P.0. Drawer 'P,:Boulder,
Colorado 80302 or telephone (303) 497-0390. ' : N
Fa L ' - - .
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‘only as an early guide to current state financing/and should be followed by
more rigorous and comprehensive analysis.

v . . F
(4 '
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The model is designed to take advantage of the early.publication of state
appropriations by. M. M. Chambers. Addition&l concurrent *data has been
collected from State Higher Education Finance Officers to present as timely

and complete an analysis as possible. Other design feature’s include a -<\
formula structure to show the interrelationships of the variables, and
staté ranking and indexing to indicate relative position,

> Thé model consists of seven independent factors (numbered) .and eight
derived or dependent factors (short titled). They are organized according
to four functions: derivation of enrollment load, state fiscal actions,

, role of tuition, and total support level.

Student full-time- -equivalent enrollment (ENROL) is derived by~ applying a’

~+ . college atta?dance ratio (#2) to state high school graduates (#1). This
» student count 1is then adjusted by a "system ‘support index" to derive a
truer measure of financial load that includes other funding requirements
generally unrelated to student count, e.g., support for research ‘and public

. service.
.. A : ' g
~ i Student Enrollment (ENROL) \
Resident S;udent t College Attendance < System Spt. _ Student Enroll'n\lén't,'—-5
Source (#1) % Ratio (#2) : Index (#3) Adjusted (ENROL ADJ)

State fiscal actions in. support of education involve the application of
taxing effort “(#5) to, a state's inherent wealth or tax capacity (#4), and
allogation (o) of the rgsulting collected tax revenues (TAX) to higher

education as appropriations (APP). Appropriations are reported on-a per
student‘basis; @ B
/l"*"\ N
i ,/' X . . ’, P o
Tax Revenues’ (TAX . State and
Tax X " Tax X Allodation to Public Local T
Capac1t§‘(#4) Effort (#5) Higher\Education (#8) = Appropriations
. ENROL ADJ - per Student

» Adjusted (APP)

N,
The role of tuition {is repor?Eh\ by the Ttuition factor" (#7) which
indicates the ‘relative contribution of tuition versus appropriations.
Appropriations multiplied by the®tuition factod equal estimated tuition

revenueiungITION). ) : . ¢

" State and Local Tuition ' 1 Estimated Tuition®
Appropriations x |-Factor (#7) -~ 1.00 | = per Student
Per Student ) f , J . ‘¥djusted
s “justed (APP SN . . f;_(wITION)
RSN . ) 1 ) : . ;J ? ’
) R ’
e ~ b - -
4° ;
@«
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A ’
"Total financlal support.is labeled as an OUTPUT ;nd equals state®and local
« government appropriations plus tuition revenues. Reported on a per FTE
student basis adjusted by the System Support Index, this total represents
an overall support level of achievement which can reasonably be compared_/
state~to-state. i o o

)

~

APP + TUITION - = ? OUTPUT

3

The model is summarized as a set of INPUTS, multiplied by a PROCESS to
equal the OUTPUT. .The inputs are four of the. independent fagtors (tax
capacity, high schodl{ graduates, college attendance ratio, and , system

support index) ich are relatively étable and limited to only modest

change by governmental action. The process factors (tax-effgq¢, allocation
to education, and .the tuition- factor) are adjustable by’ leg lative action
and”™ constitute the' fiscal means  for yearly adJustment of state funding

levels. K : v
Iyputs X PROCES$ = OUTPUT
a Aﬁa "~ . - N
#4/(#1 x #2 x #3) ' X #5 x #6 x #7

individual states fhe following analyses aré syggested: (l) establishment_

The model is designed for the study of public h{%;a; education finaficing -by

of a state's relative position for each of thelseven independent factors
and, determination of the consequences of a high or low position on the
dependent condﬁtions,(enrollment, tax revenues,fand tuitionf and on £inal
appropriations and tuition OUTPUT; (2). review 'of the status .of INPUT
conditions to determine the desirability of long-run change; (3).review of
the financial PROCESS factors to determine possible immediate legislative
action; (4) selection of peer 'states and comparison study to identify
benchmarks or goals, ‘and (5) trend analysis of ‘ﬂc!wfkvalues to determine
improvement or retrograde change and to deverlnn - tions for planning
“

MedSurement Definitions # .

L /

The model measurements are ratios using the following eight basic data
elements *identifled by letters A through H:
A. Population * Tax Revenues
B. High School Graduates ° State & Local Government Appropriatlons
C. Public FTEyEnrollment System Support Index
D Tax Capacity Estimated Tuition Revenues —_—

om0

L
?
*(These data elements are definhed in the technical appendix.)

#1--RESIDENT STUDENT SOU'RCT (Pr- and nonpublic high school graduates per
1,000 soanu tiok L/ A) . '

1

4/ ;Comnarébility would be further improved by correcting for geographical
differences’in the prices colleges and universities pay for goods and‘setv:
ices. - Such an index, currently not available, is discussed as a note in
the appendix. '

(.
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A state's high school graduates are the brimary source of entering freshmen.
t public institutions in-state and therefore the best single starting base
for deriving total enrollments & .

’ s

#2--COLLEGE ATTENDANCE RATIO (Full-time-equivalent enrollment in public
institutions of higher education per high school graduate.) (C/B)

The college attendance ratio essentially measures the degree to whi a
state provides attractiwe public higher educatidn opportunities to ~both
resident and nonresident students, relative to it's high school graduates.
The index represents the net effect of the ‘entrance .rate of high school
graduates ‘into .state institutions, in<higration of out-of~state students,
the retention of students in college, and the degree to ‘which students are
enrolled part-time as opposed to full-time. The -entrance of high school
graduates further reflects thelr preparedness for college, the -financial
and geographical accessibility of suitable college programs, and student,
parental, and community disposition toward attendance  at state
institutions. -
. > .
ENROL--STUDENT ENROLLMENT (Full—time-equi}@lent nrollment 1in public
institutions of higher education per 1,000 population.) (#1 x #2)

Student enrollment is a partial load measure. It;is particularly relevant
and useful in suggesting instructional and student service requirements.
However, institutional quality factors, acijgmic program level emphagis,
and functions such as research and publicMNservice ate not or are only
marginally related ;£0 student count. Therefore enrollment is useful only
as an indicator of the relative size of a state's student population and is
reported here, on a per capita basis, for that purpose.

(Resident students receiving state financial aid who attend private or out-
of-state institutions also constitute a load factor. but are excluded from
this analysis which deals exclusively with state gre- oy Tirdas for
financing id-state public ~ +itutions a 1teg&sup1 g d, acies.)

#3~~STATE HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM SUPPORT INDEX (Constiucted state and
local government appropriations and tuition revenues.per student which
are based on appIi%&tion of national average dollar ‘rates by type of

institution to state enrollment mix. Expressed as an index relative to
the U.S. average equal to 100. Separate jndexes are also reported for
appropriations and tuition.) (G) K

The initial measure of load 1is.FTE student enrollment codnt Other funding
requirements result ‘from institutional misston, level of instruction, and
assoclated quality factors. Thus funding per student varies substantially
because of differences 1in average class size, faculty salary level,
instructional support® requirements, public service role, administrative

overhead, . plant operation and maintenance, research, and hospital
operations. The System Support Index is used to adjust student enrollment
to derive a mdre accurate and comparable measure of financial '~ Hv
taking into account the '"costs" associated with these_ operational :.actors
distinguished for each major type ol insticue + . .
&
L
W A
»
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- adjusted for the appropriation and tuition funding requiremen

¢ . S S

Universities with large graduate and .upper division enrollments, a large
senior. faculty, and an emphasis on research and public service, have
‘missions that- inherenely require a high level .of funding Since student
count' meastres only a portion, of this load, universities appear "expensive"
to operate on‘a .per student.sbasis. Two-year colleges, on the other hand,

are much 'less ' costly per student because enrollment is a fairly accurate
measure of "load for the mission of providing 1nstructlon at the lower
division.. States with proportionately mote students enyolled in
uni;g&s;ties have financial loads that are !0 "to 20 percent above the
nat{onal avetages States with proporti¢nately more students enrolled in
four-year and two-~year colleges have system support requ1rements that are
as much as 10 to 15 percent below the national average..

The support index' recognizes differences in appropriations and tuitionm
support requirements’ for 10 types of institutions: four wuniversities
(research/hospital, research, intermediate, and smsll)} comprehensive  and
general baccalaureate four-year colleges, academic and ' dccupationél
-year colleges, and health professional and -other professional schools.
E De tfiition details and a table of the percent distr1bution of enrollments
* for these institutions by ‘dtate is presented in the technical appendix.f

'The sypport index reports the relative average support requirement or
"cost'vper student a state would incur for its public system if it financed
enrollment at each. type of institution_ by . the ndtional average
approﬂaﬁations and tuition rate per FTE studend. A system support index of.

120, for example, ‘means .that -the" state enrollment pattern imposes a

11y 20. percent greater than’ “hat
pa

financial load per student that is essen

of the national avérage enrollment ern. . Mn' dipiv’ ient

enrollments by the system support ind-~" est'h he . .4 scudent
financial load that is h“~sed al e runding rates and
is therefore relati: 0 the wu.5. average, and therefore. comparable

state—-to~state. Appropildtions and tuition reported per adjusted student,
relate dollars to a common load measure thefeby establlshing comparable per
student unit funding L . -
’ 7 ’ &
ENROL ADJ--STUDENT ENRQLLMENT ADJUSTED (FTE students in puhlic institytions
of higher education adjusted for system support requirements per
1.000 populacion,) (ENROL x #3) i
: , . {
This is a measure of the combined enrollment and lodd imposed by"a state's
public¢ higher education system~~ Financial load is reported inéFTE students
s assoclated
with the enrollment mix by type of institution within the state higher ed-
ucation system. It is assumed that a staQe s financial requirements for
each type of institution are. similar to national average approprdation and
tuition rate§> Where this 1s tru. hi’s measure establishes interstate
<comparabili ' ad. .
#4—~1AX CAPACITY (Potential state and local tax revenue as measured by the
. representatIve tax system'" per capita.) (D/A)
: ~
This index measures the ability or potential of state and local governments
to obtain revenues for public purposes through various kinds of taxes. The
wealth of “local residents is only one source of tax revenues; therefore,
this ‘teasurement 1is not equivalent to per capita persondl income. Tax
c§pacity"is'measured here by éhfepresentative tax system that defines the

e o -5 -
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. tax capacﬂty of a state and its local governments as the amount of revenue-
they could raise“ﬂ(relative ‘to other state-local governments) if every.
state-local system applied identical tax rates (national averages) to their
respective tax bases. The sum of capacities for all states equals the U.S.
total tax revenues “collected.-

> #5-~TAX EFFORT (State and local government tax revenues collected as a
percent of state and local tax capacity.) (E/D)

capdcity that 1s acttially used. The tax Jrevenues collected r all states
‘equals total tax capacity nationwide. Since the nationwide eff ~measure,
by definition, 1s 100 percent, the measures‘for individual states indicate
how they compare in tax collection performance v;th,the,national average.

Tax effort measures the percentage/45ﬁ1state and :local government tax

TAX~--TAX REVENUES (State and 10ca1 tax revenue collected per capita )
#4 x #5) : . , *

,
i

" Collected tax,revenues represent the wealth availahle to state and -locale
governments for public use. The index essentially identifies "rich" versus
"poor" states according to current tax income. However, these designations
must be’ tempot!ﬁé?y the fact that some states‘have'far greater social needs

thdn others. This increases t' cor <tition for, funding among, alternative
uses en "rich" states wmay experience scarce dollars in financing
ce’ .xlc prog® mus. Some.apparently 'poor" states, on the'other hand, £
may - e less tha  average public service.K requirements so 'that support

dollaxd are gore :adily available. Also- price differences among the 5

states ffect the ,urchasing power of government revenues. Although‘Ja
- "geographlcal price index" 1s not currently available, 1its impottance
warrants discussion,.as is noted in the technfcal appendix.
_——
#6~—ALLOC‘”ION TO PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION (percént of state-and local
government collected tax revenues that sare appropriated or levied for 4
operating.expenses of public higher education.) (F/E) - ,

!\
~

This ratio suggests the relative importanee of financing public higher
education to ‘the “fundirdg of othet public services in the gZate and local
government budget., The case for greater allocation must be ‘made agairst
. competing claims of other pu%lid service programs. Accordingly, evidence
that educatlén should receive a- greater share of the state budget 1is
su_,-Stec . tively lower appropriations per ‘student compared with more

favorable unit :tunding of other public services . -

h ¢

APPé—APPROPRIATIONS PER STUDENT ($tate and local tax revenues appropriated
« or, levied for current operating expenses of public higher educgtion
per FTE public student. Reported in actual dollars per student and in

dollars per student adjusted for system .cost.) (TAX x {#6/ENROL)

. \‘ 4 \ t

This measure of approprlations5 relative to enrollment and financial load
suggests the commitment of tax revenues of state and local governments to
support public higher education consistent with available funds and

<

5/

=’ See "Basic Data Description” section for description of appropriations

collected by M. M. Chambers.
t b N - Ve
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| . . . .
expressed need. The ’level of appropridtions should be judged as the m&jor
~source of funding for public institutiens. However, siﬁge some States rely °
heavily on student tuiton to offset lower appropriations, total funding
from sources should be recpgnized as a more comprehensive measure of
support for interstate comparisons. Algo reported is the FY 1978 to FY
1984 6-year trend of. appro riations per-actual student“in constant dollars.
g " Xhe,deg}ator used wgs the incgease in the Higher Education Price Index
(HEPI)~' “for FY 1978 to 1983 4and. an estimate of .7 percent’ for FY 1983 to
1984 for a derived 6-year inflation rate of 64 percent. Dividing FY 1984
by FY 1978 appropriations and then by l1.64 equals the 6-year percent change
of appropriations in dollars of constant institutiofial qypurchasing power.

#7--TUITION FACTOR (Ratio of state and local government appropriations .plus
*student tuition revenues to state and local government aﬁpropriationg.)'

RO | . .

-*
- F

This ratio . reports the relative roles of tuition and  appgopriations in
state 1nanc1ng of higher education. A value of 1.25, for example, means
rhat tuition revenues equal 25 percent of state and. . local government
approprlatlons Higher ratids often reflect a large proportion of
out-of-state students paying higher non-resident tuition rates. To some
extent, the ratio reflects: the balance a state places on- the returns of
_ higher education to the individual versus soclety and the resulting
expected'p:oportional payment. High values reflect the position that the
individual 1is the primary benefactor of his education and that students and
their parents should, accordingly, pay.for mpst of the costs. Low values
teflect the position thdt large social benefits result Y¥rom higher
education and. that state and local governments should recognii@& these
“ rethrﬁs through a high appropriation subsiﬂﬁ

-

v L.
TUITION—}@mm TUITION PER STUDENT (Tuition and fee revenues of pub\fic
higher®edutation per FTE public student Reported im actual dollars per
student and in-dbdllars per st. ._ut adjusted for system support
requirements.) -APP(TUITION FACTOR - 1.00) ’

s

Tuition revenues, . net of state appropriated (E::dent -financial aid,
represent the student buyer's payment for education™gervices feifived. " The
absolute level “of tuition should "be consistent with benefitis derived,
.ability to pay, and 1interpreted balance- between individual and state
,returns. High tuition can be justified during financial difficulties by
‘the need to fully tap every source. Yet many states believe high tuition is
inimical to the basic concept of equal opportunity, and they. establish low
charges to provide easy access and prevent financial hardship.
Since tuition chatges vary by type of institution, the mix of institutions
"'within a state pyblic higher education system will affect revenues from
this source. To ¢stablish 1nterstate comparablllty, actual tuition dollars.
per student are ?orrected by the tuition component of theafystem Supporg
Indsx (#3).

{

-
S

N 2 :
L - N . . .
LN . - : s
The Higherg§Education Price Index is published annually in Septedber by
Research Assoclates of Washington, 2605 Kllngle Rd. N.W., Washington, .
p.c. o008, - " '
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6/

. +

o " -y ,
ERIC | ’ -




! / <
ﬁiégv OUTPUT--APPROPRIATIONS AND ESTIMATED TUITION REVENUES PER STUDENT ADJUSTED
- (Estimated student tuition revenues and state and local tax revenues

appropriated for current operating exp®nses of. publie higher education
per FTE student adjusted for system support requirements.) (APP +
TUITION) . '

»+ Tuition and appropriations, which, reflect the primary financial commi tment
of state residents (and non-resident attending students) to support public o~
higher education, account for approximately 88 percent of current operating
expense revenues (currgnt funds revenues minus govegalent grants and
contracts and sales and service revenues) of public ®¥stitutions. As
' " adjusted by the. System Support Index, the dollar amounts per student are
generally comparable state-by-state except that no correction has been made
- fQr differences in costs ‘due to geography. .Variations in the level of
support - contribute to -the quality and amount of education, research, and, b
services; provided, and reflect efficiency of operations and economies of
scale acpieved by larger state systems. ¢\

B

INPUTS~ POTENTIAL TAX REVENUES PER STUDENT ADJUSTED (Potential tax dollars
per /FTE student adjusted for system support requirements.) h
(#4//#1 x #2 x #3) _ -
© f

\ The four input factors (resident student source, college attendancé ratio,

systgm support index, and. tax capacity) together establish a state's basic

tax potential to finance pub higher education relagive to student
enréllment load.,  These factors ?re relatively stable’ inherent state . °
codditions generally subject to, odly modest or slow alteration. States
o wlth high INPUT levels have great economic pgtential to finance public
- higher education through a combination of high x capacity and relatively
/ low student enrollment. States with a low capacity lgad ratio must fully
‘ tap a modest potential 1f public institytions are to be adequately
supported. ‘

L 2

PROQESS——COLLECTIVE FINANCIAL ACTIONS (Peré
to squa;/OUTPUT.) (#5 X #6 X #7)
1 ¥

‘ The combined PROCESS factors (tax effort, allocation 40 public higher
education, and tuition factor) aré the financial actions ythat establish the
degree to which the INPUT potential tax dollars per student are actually
utilized to achieve the OUTPUT support level provided. These three factors
are subject to modification through legislkative and/or institutional
decisions. States with high PROCE&S levels are making a great effort to

finance public higher education, often because of 1low INPUT conditions.
States with with low PROCESS percentages either can afford to do so because
" of excellent INPUT conditions ~or are satisfied with, relatively low
financing. ) ¢ T ‘ - .

utiiization of LNfﬁT factors




General*Macro Findings C _ - S e ’ K L 4 K
, Ther model 1is designed for individugl state, analysis by local higher
education finance officers, legislators, and citizens. Beyond: this nN&CTo
‘ focus, some generalvobservations can be made regarding the, overall macro)
o role of state goverfiments ~and - students in ﬁinancing public higher‘
education. r S O . L. ‘
‘;‘ \ i D R . . . . y -’ /

" Variance. Variance is defined here as the mean deviation (from the U.S.

. -average) of the hlghest five and lowest five 'states for any given, measure.“
Among the PROCESS factors, #6, Allocation has the greatest. vardiance, . *48.9 ,6
percent (+55.2% to - 42. 6/), followed by #5, Tax Eﬁfort, +37.8- pefcent, and
#7 Tuition Factor, +31.2 “percent. This greater lati:ude n allocation ¢ -
practices among -states contributes‘more to the, variatipn i}nf resulting “
funding levels than any otler controllable fiscaigfactor;' e, :7“
‘ ) , . ) p
The INPUT - factor showing greatest variance 1s f4, Tax :Capacity, 466.7 ¢

- percent (+108.8% to - 24.6%) which dramatizes the great disparity .among ,
statles in tax wealth due primarily to recent inqﬁpases in value of" mlneral
deposits. The College Attendance Ratio, #2, also has a large variance,-‘
£42.0 percent, showing that some states have hecome heavily involved in the -
"business" of higher education, while others’ have choseg to be Ydebtors" by
encouraging their residents to attend out-of-stat® as well as ‘logal'
colleges Tow varidance oecdurs for factor #1, Resident Student Source,
_2& 4 percent, and factor’ #3 ”Syetem Support Indgx, *17.9 percent. ' . &

Relationship . Between OUTPUT, INPUTS, AND PROCESS INPUTS and PROCESS

factors have an 1inverse relationship. States wlth high, INPUTS.. can/aqu\W

generally do have low PROCESS Wvalues. Yet aﬁ}NPUT conditions..ane 6

. favorable that the resulting OUTPUT usually remains high Ihus;'wealthy
., .states with few students generally prov1de/higher than average financing.

L ~
States with low INPUT conditighs must ana do have high EROCFSS actionb that
produce a wide range of OUTPUT levels. :Poql state:;yith many student’s mus;
-y .Struggle to/raise even aver, ge=level appropgfations¥and tulthp ‘

[

Key INPUT Factors. States with high” TNPUT levels (high tax dollars per
student adjusted) ufually have a good ‘Tax’ gapacity plug~a combined low
ollege Attendance Ratio and. dow Systkm Support Index yégulting inta loy -~

tudent load. Low INPUT levels are” usumlly the rﬁs&lt of an above average
ollege Attendance Ratio ankoSystem Support Index ., resulting in & high“k
student load, plus average td‘low Tax Capatity The College Attendancev
% Ratio 1s the most important INPUT factor; it “also exhibits a substantial
range. These conditions establish remarkably“different Capablll ies to,
fund educgﬁion relative to ,doad, ranging from Alaska with negrly- 150,000
potential tax dollars per FTE”studen? adjusted, . to Nebras a, w1th only
$22,000 per student. ’ . 8 .

- - v

? - o * ,‘",. - '.-’ .
Key PROCESS Factors. Of the three PROCESS factors, the Allocation Rate, as ‘
expected, 1is the strongest financial action taken by é&tates in financing S
higher education. Stateés with a high PROCESS‘ dlavel ‘alloc te *large’’ '
.percentages of their collected tax 'revenues to higher edication, “although
there are many exceptions (e g. Vermont/which relies g# ca high Tuitiod > .
Factor). Low PROCESS states invariably ‘have low Allpcation Rates. .Neither
Tax Effort nor the Tuition Factor appears to correlate sﬁgnificantly yith

1LY ‘:-\
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the final PROCESS level. No state has high values for all three PROCESS
factors. Wisgsconsin %nd Arizona come closest, ranking 5th and 20th in Tax "~
Effort, 20th and 5Sth in Allocation Rate, atd l6th and 25th in the Tuition
Factor respectively, :

N

ad

Wealth dn}'§ystem Cost. With the exception of Hawaii, the seven richest
states in the union in tax revenues operate the least expensive public
higher education systems. Alaska, New York, Wyoming, District of Columbia,
Massachusetts, New Jersey, and California emphasize attendance at 4-year]
and 2-year colleges with ‘resulting system dppropriation support

requirements (at national average rates) ‘from 5 to 14 percent below the

U.S. norm. Whege funding requirements are high, the cause Is aften a
historically predcotinant university structure and a relatively small 2-year
colleged system rather than inherent state wealth. A separate‘ medical
center (as opposed to one integrated within a university) also {incrcases
system support requlirements because of the duplication of facilities,

. specialized salary schedules, aud diseconemiecs due to relatively small

size.

Kelat tonshi Betweeu Apptoptlatiois and Taltioo. High appropriations can
latlensliip betweon Apptuplldab g : p

be accompanied bv either high tuiticn (New York) or low tuiltion (District

~ffcColumbia). Low appropriations, however, are often compensated tor by
hig student charpes as  in the case of New Hampshire, Vermont, and
Colorado.

Athicvement Records, Seven GJtates-—-—Arizona, Mlouissippt, hebraska,
S . 1

Wfﬂrnnﬁin, Alabawa, Utah, South Carolina--have done the most wich the

fny lowest o ILPUTS and higheat {n PROCESS, thesd seven states
heve done thelr best to respond o an eweeptionally dirficult tinancing
challonge |
iph 10PUT conditions tlSlh){”nUE with'\ tvpteal low PreckSs Tevel but with

least.  bPuanking

New Tork alsq ddSepves spectal npotice 1oy haviey responded to

an cqualie Lilph PROCESS Chaeb)

tow funding,, New

la tetas of perlormfor least with (he wost resnl
Howpotitre b it L8P0T conalttons tilth) wer re

Low DPRCCRLS tantb) Teading to oo Tow oU7P0T (39ch)

.

@irh an extreaely

i adas I« tlinc Sgran { REEUN AR A [ whito b dana . e bl 1

Gttt ictoa . o o Lethooo o mtaar voenan . The data of tataes 4 oana 5 otor thaoal

cears 100E b 1980 chrouph 1984 penerally rerlect modest and arrepular
P ! }

cloanyes.  Oecacstonally o Sharper consfatent chanye fnone or pere meanure
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* TECHNICAL APPENDIX =~ "~
The appendix material pr9v1des definition details of interest to rinanc1al
officers and rgqgarcherq

Basic Data Dgscription .and Release Schedule : !

The eight elements of data used in the# model are identified by an
alphabetical letteg and described 1in ‘this section. The tine relationships

v
among data are shown belaw. ,
1982 1983 1984
Nem
A Populacttioa July
>
B Hipt, ootool ey
- CGraduates
oo L lare o Lot
O T A
i, [as Reve PR Py
oo Apnropriation:. N
. (.‘
e Hyntem support Y
ITndex -
. . - 7 N -
b Pattmated Tuloton By -
Dovendie ’
. N
- ~
rostdent Fopolatton Lo Uhio vaed
o .T Curreat ‘1:.,;.“.vl>:-:_tr1u.‘b Mepoata 0 polatlow Laoclllale o
I’rn_Jm‘Hwnr;, .5, [‘vpxr(anL ot " ommerce, “\,xl Y ' Ctoe
Census, Washioptoa, DO,
., sloweadaates (i)uffll Atel acap by toaciudes R
cart,ticate. and graduates from ocher programs
Sources o Statfatics ot Pubile BElewmentary and Secondary Scohools and
SUatistie o o State Scehiogd Syetoers, ll o Depor taent o
Pdaeat fon, Nt ol ot o for Fdueat jon Stoat{at e,

Washinpgton, Do,

ilish ehool vraduate:, were reviewed oo State Hoipher Pducat fon
Flininee s foers ol
(B Pull-Uhme Pgutealene bore b hment o Pabhidie oot btat m!x o e hen

bdue ot ton,

Sompr e Falbd o Froaolbhent bt g hien Fdneat ton, 19 , Departient ol
Paolucat ton, ot ional Conten I ot Feline ot ron Stat et bee,
Washineton, Doe, N

I
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Only students attending collegiate institutiorés are listed in, the NCES

- Education Directory. Includes students taking work creditable toward
. an assoclate, bachelor's or higher degree, and those studints enrolled
" in .a vocational or technical program that is normally terminal and
results 1in+ some other formal recogniticn below the baccalaureate.
Students in noncredit adult education courses and noncredit extension
~ courses are excluded. FTE enrollment as collected by HEGIS equals

A full-time students plus FTE of part-time students as determined by
reporting institutions. FTE enrollment for fall 1983 was estimated and
earlier enrollments reviewed by State Higher FEducation Finance
Otficers.

D. sState and local Government Tax Capacity, in thousands.

Soutve. 19 Tax Capacity ot the Fifty States, Advisory Commlssion on
Intergovernmental Relatians, Washington, D.C.

Lan wapasdlty ftor 1982 was estimated based on projectiou ot o »la yeat

ploc (1975 81) or capacity values.
SUat. aud lucal Lovetrtnmenl Laa’ Keveone Collected, 1u thousands
Sdutee . wovermmental Finauces tn 19--, U.S. Departwment of Comme..e,

Bureau of’ the Census,"ﬁgéhington, D.C.
\

¢

Data were adjusred to conform to tax revinues as defined by the
representative tax system used for establishing tax capactloy. |

. state and Local Government Tax Revenues Appropriated or Levied for
Operacing Bxpensey of Public Higher Education, in thousands

Soure. Approptiartions ot Sctate Tax Funds for Operatiany kapensesn of
Appropt? ot ppetating Lape 020

!L&&}5>r Ei}UC(lti(Hl, I‘)—,>STTH. Chambers, Oftice ot Research  anc

Intormation, Natfonal Assoctation of Stngc Universities and lLand-Grant

<

Colleges, Washington, D.C.

Iooal govertment dala wece pro lded and appeopilations were ey tewed
and  a1justed by State Higrer Educacion Finance Orticews (LHEFG)  An
evels state. 5

Chambers' méanure of state tgx appropriacions is supplemented dnunits
analyvais by che addirton ¢ local pgovernment tax approptiations to

hiypher  educa . I addittion, "atate tax appropriations poing to
@ fndependent | educatfon fastitations acd tor ftinancial afd to
students attending private or out -0t —state institutions (when

;at(lulxt {tied) have been subtracted from the  Chambers' appropriations
NYotal, since the tocus here L on support o the public sector.  Also,
appropriations tor vocattonal-techoical scheols which do not otter
college- Tevel stadien Gnstrtat fons not Tsted  Ine the NCLG Fdueat for
Hﬂrcrtnry) bhave been cxcluded when tdentitled sinee their entollments

are not  reported by HEGLS, Approprtattons have  been adjusted  to
fnclude actual, pending, and caopected net revisfons understood o
Fanuary ! IR RN

mu ) \ ',

Appropriations as collected by Chamberso exeluade snms der tved trom any
coutce other than tate tas tunds. Appropriations tor capltal oot gy

arce o cuncloded; onty sowms appropriated tor operating expenies are

l )
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A

A

A

!

'
v

included. AlsoI excluded are, tultion, charges collected

by the

institution and -remitted to the state as amr offset to the state
apprbpriatidn. Sums destined for higher education but appropriated to
other staté‘agencies, e.g., fringe benefit payments 1in some states, are
inc1€ded, as are sum$ appropriated to statewide coordinating boards or

.agencies, and state stholarships or other student financial atd.

This definition 1includes appropriations for all activities and

support
elements of higher @ducation within a state including medical centers
and” teaching hospitals, research institutes and laboratories,

agriculturalgexperiment stations, cooperative extension service, public
television, inter-collegiate athletics, board of regents, coordinating
coumission, student aid, fringe benefits, etc. The funding of these

support ogerations are only indirectly related to student count.
extent th

To the-

t the financial requirements of these activifies among starés

are proportional to enrollment mix by type of institution, adjustmént of
enrollments by the System  Support ludex establishes reasonably
equivalent wuit tinaucial Joed and bkuce dnterstate comparability of

funding per adjusted studeat.

Hole. J a [ew luslanuce s, avaloeo Lba v Leoin ciicuutaged Lo

Proporcictiately downward dnp, @assivo suws  appropriaqted  for

adJust
public

service programs such as 1Inufgent patient hospital care, when the
activity supnorted is essentlally a state level public service with

little or no relevance to wuniversity operations or programs,
finances involved are clearly atypical, not comparable, and 1f
would serfouslv distort per student amounts.

State Hipgher Fducation System Support Index.

and the
{ncluded

Source: Derived from U.5. Department of Fducation, Natlonal Center tor

-

Jdata. Iostitutions classited and data computed by the
Center for Hipgher bBEducation Management Svstems (NCHEMS)
Colorado. contacr Ottircer: PaukeBriokman.

sappett lades v ocopulaes JIrcrences 1 approptliallon

req frcacuss and caftton charges for ten types ot dnstitutions

as rollows:

Fducation Statistics FY 1982 finance and tall 1981 cnrollment
National

lonlder,

ﬂ\]['}:\nl S

detined

The four tvypes ot universtties are lostlitutions granting o Iﬁntmum ol 30
doctoral level degrees (ineluding first professional medical) on an

annual basts fn three of more program areas,

institutions

having sponsored research programs exceoding $28 million and having o
major hospital with wore than $50 million expendfitures; or, having

research and houpltal expenditures totaling more than $130 million,

csearch Universities——Twenty-nine doctoral pranting fnstirucfons

sponsotred vesearch programs exceeding 533 mfll{on annoaltly.

luudnu

Intermediate Unfversicica—=Thirtv-tvo doctoral pgranting fastitot fon:

having aponsored rescarch programts between 511 and 530 wtl!lon and

total educattonal and general expendftures yenevally greater than 1100

millfon,

Small Undversitfes SThivey one doctoral praut ng fustLiat tons having,

sponsored rescavch programs Tess than 511 wiflton JHd)(HlJl educe

and peneral expenditares venerally Tess than 5100 miyqinu.

L3

[

at fonal
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Comprehensive--institutions with strong, diverse graduate programs

awarding primarily masters degrees. Must grant a minimum of 30
post-baccalaureate degrees in 3 or more fields or have an .
interdisciplinary program at the post-baccalaureate level. -,

v '

* , .

General Baccalaureate~-institutions that primarily emphasize general under
graduate education and are not engaged in significant amounts of -
graduate education.

The two typeg of two-year institutions confer over 75 percent of their
awards for aSsociate and/or certificate level study.

Two-Year Academic and Comprehensive--institutions emphasizing associate
and certificate degrees. The number of degrees awarded in academic \
areas must be 20 percent or more of all degrees awarded. \

T@o~Year Occupational-—institutions emphasizing occupational trainiag.

*

A

Healtl Frotesslonal .
] e e Instltutions whtch ace pt lmdLily engaged 1lu health

sclience educatiou and which couniter fiist-professional medical degrees

A

sither Prulessiovual and Specdalized o Jdlverse group of speclallced
institutions such as education, engineering. divinity, business, art,
music, law schools, and other health schools (not awarding any first

professional medical degrees).

fu compute the index, a constructed financial load per student is first
derived ftor each state by multiplying the enrollment at each type of
institution within the state by the respective national average
appropriation and tuition rates, summing the derived products, and dividing

by the state's total enrollment. This constructed load divided by the
dverage appropriations and tuftion per student for all institutions for the
U.S. equdls the system support index. Separate indexes are developed for

appropriaticns, tuition, and total appropriations and tultion. The fall

1981 FIL enrollment mix for cach state and tée 1981-82 national average
. L4 . . 4 .

appropriations and tuition rutes per student uskd in index compilation are

shown {n the table on the tollowiag page. ,

£
Moo Depatale 5 ooltedl Suppuil ludcines are caloulated Tor approptlatliens
and t sttoa. Tids leads to a4 light iuconsistency. Appropriations (APP)

and tuition (TUITIUN) are scparately converted from actual dollars per FTE
stuaent to dollars per adjusted FTE student using the relevant components
ot the System  Support Index. The tinal  OUTPUT  measure reports
approprigtions plus tuftfon revenues adjusted by the Svstem Support Total
Index. However, adjusted appropriations added to adjusted tuition does not
exactly cqual the adjusted total dollar ouTPir.  This is becanse the sum of
parts ecach adjusted by an Individual {ondex does not exactly equal the total
adjusted by a siople total index.  This fanconsistency must be accommodated
when more than one fndex of this type 14 emploved,

H., Tuftion Revenues.

Source: Talt fnn and tees--Pinanctal Scatistics of Tnstiturions ot Higher
Fduocat{ion, U.5. bDepartment ot Edueation, Natioual Center for
Fducat fon Statisttes, Wachinpton, D.Co Taltlon crevenues tor by

1984 were cestimated  and  carlier revenues rvevicwed by State
Higher Fducatfon Flnimcee Ottt feers (SHEFOY,

e
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State public FIE enrollnent pe?ce
state and local government app

State Research/
Hospital
AL RBRMA - 8.6
RLHSKA . , 07
R Z0HA, 22,17
NKKRNSHS , 07/
CALIFOURHIR 7.9/
COLOkRDO . 07
CONNECTICUT . 07
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Tuition and fees, as collected by NCES, include all tuition” and fee
icharges assessed, agalnst students for the current operating purpesgs Qf
public iﬁgﬁltutions of kkthgx education listed in the NCES Education
rectory. Iﬂ&luded are tultion and fees which are remitted to the state
“as an off set’ to the state appropriatlons Charges for room, board, and

‘other services rendered by aux1llary enterprises are not reported
™.

[

The aBove definition has been modified for this study to represemt net
tuition and fees by the following two adjustments: (1) amounts b»f
tuition waived or discounted by public institutipns are excluded (these
are phantoem figuregepresenting no adaition?yfactual dollar revenues
available to the ins wgtion), and (2) st@te azppropriated student’
financial aid’provided” students attending in-state public institutioams
1s excluded® (this aid is included within state appropriations).
: ) .

Note: To establish comparability fer the few states that extensively
use tuitiocn and fees as capital debt Bervice "revenues," they have been
advised to include tuttion four this purpose and reduce offserting
approprtations by aun equal amount. In effect this assigns tuition in
all states the consistent exclusive role of supporting current
operations. '

cguparability of Data )
The significant technical and structural differences among states in their
postsecondary education systems, financing structures, and mcounting
practices reduce the validity of comparative studies. Substantial progress
is being made toward reducing technﬁcal differences by tightening

definitions and encouraging responsible reporting and state review.

Inherent structural differences, however, cannét be equated by improved
data collection. COmpaerlllty here is usually established by "adjusting"

the data 1in some manner to ‘account for the different ways 1n which the
states organize to provide higher educatlon. Her® also, progress {s being
made by Improvements Ih the System Support Index used in this model. But
the pyroblem of universe definition remains.

vutllined below, 15 order ®® serlousness, are Shc wajor remalning problems
impairing the comﬁhrability of data used in this study. Some of these
problems cannot ,be resolved because of the conflict between cthe
complexities of fipancing higher education and a model limfted by the
ihtended purposesjof this study. But protxlems of a technical nature could
be resolved simply by retinement of definltions by collecting agencics and
reporting instLtﬁtionsvk

/
Structural Problgms

1. The higher education universe of accredited institotfons ased
fn this study in./ reported by the [(hxe itlon Directory, € ol l‘b‘“i _and
Universities published by the Natctonal Center tor Educatlon Statistics.
The pj_(ﬂf;[iify includes ?-year vocational-teehnical Institutes that are
natlonally acceredfted  and that award < assoctate  degrees. Farollment o
this universe foncludes only students takfuyg degree credfit courses.  The
Directory unlverse  excludes  vocational-technfceal  donstitutes and  area
vocattonal centers that are not accredited and do not award an assoctate
degree. ‘

1
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Because the 1incliided and eXcluded vocational technical institutes have

" some similar academic programs, ‘there 13 inconsistency in the instltutionalu

universe at the program level. And 9pince entire' state systems of these
types of institutions fall in one categofy or the other, the problgm is
significant, States with a sizeable proportion ‘of enrollments 1in
technical institutes excluded from the. universe are: Alabaga, Arkansas,
Colorado, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Minnesota, Oklahema, South Dakota,
Tennessee, "Utah, Vermont, and ashingtou. For these states, the exclusion
of such schools results in é.lower attendange rate, a higher system support
index, a lower allocation rate, and higher appropriationS\ﬁnd tuition per
student than would have occurred had they been included. »

This incousistency in the universe from an academic program standpoint
aud its effect on the indexeswof this .study are recognized. However, at
present, argument 1in favor of continued use of the higher education

universe as defiued by the NCES Directory 1s persuasive.” In most states
the excluded vocational-technical institutes are not conslidered an
integral part of the higher education sybtem. Thev are usually
independently organized, planned, and funded. Mdie important, these schools
are strictly occupational oriented with little or no general education or

collegiate wission, and they are aot accredited, two fundamental
attributes of all insctitutions iu che higher education universe. Thus, for
most states exclusion of these institutes is reasonable and defendable from
both a practical and philosophical standpdint. //

2. Tax revenues as -reported in this study do not represent the
total fiscal resources available to a state to support public services.
Nontax revenues* and Federal revenue s ing funds, which vary greatly from
state to state, are not included. gqlhough these revenues are often
designated for special uses, they may offset the need for tax tunds for
other public service requirements including higher education. Thus, total
revenues may be a more valid measure of state resources available to
support public higher educationm than tax revenues alone. Arguments agalnst
{nclusion ol nontax revenues are based off two factors: (1) taxes are the
near -exclusive sotirce of revenues for appropriatipns for higher education,
and (2) rtax rates, and hence total tax revenues, are prubably .not
siguificautly wFfected by the amouat of wontax revenues collected.

3. [his study pfescuts tolal tuftlon payments withoyp distingulshilug
between  resident and nonresident components, whidh clouds the
interpretation of average tuition per student. States with a large
proportion of nonresident students have a reported average tuition level
that ts substantlally above that for residents. This composite averape can
casily be misunderstood, However, the purpose here 1s to repért  the
fin\nctal role of aggregate tuition revenues (versus state appropriations),
and no inference of precise per student tuitifon rates should be made tfrom

the «lata.

A Nontax revenues ;lru\ucuip(:; from such diverse sources as tees and”
charges, rents, t ines, fnterest carnings, and  net protits f rom
povernment-operated utilitices, gas and water coupanics, lotteries, and
tlquor storey. Tultion payments ave a form ol nontax revenuc,
SN
-ty/
‘-4\/
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" 4.' A ‘number of secondary factors that indirectly influence state
financing of higher education are not included in the model given its focus
on early reporting and analysis ofrP@sic datae The principal factor that
is excluded is the private sector ard its role in providing postsecondary

f&ducation, opportunities that complement and thereby offser state pqﬁlic

<

higher’ education responsibilities. ' States with large private sgctors
recognize the shared responsibility to residents and design® their -public
systems accordingly. The multiple effegcts of a strong In-state private

sector, on virtually all of the variables in this model are not now taken
into® account, and development. of »adjusting factors appears particularly
difficule. T , 5 '

{

¢
s

To be strictly cowmparable,”financial data should reflect only qualicty
and program actlvities controlled hrough the exercise of institutional

management and budget level. Idea]ly, all other 1indepepdent external
factors should be standatdized. However, this 1s not possible and
comparability 1is accordingly reduced. For example, not taken into account

in this study 1s the demographic factor of population density, yhich in
sparsely settled states requires c¢ost dupiicating, multiple, dispersed
institutivas, and permits 1in heavily populated states latge institutions

with‘atcendant‘eCUnomies\of scale. Also, no eff has been made here to
correct for the effects  of geographic locati on heating and cooling
requirements, snow removal, and che like. ' ! I

7l

Finally, there are a number of effects on fundiny requirements, and

thus on comparability, caused by varlactions 1in financin " practices.
Capital expenditures is one example. Althdugh the appropridtions presented
exclude plant investment, the approach used by each state to  tinance
capital costs 1influences 1ts current operations funding. Some states
finance capltal costs through direct appropriations to institutions, others
thpSugh revenue bonds or direct state expendiyures. A few states use
ition for capital bond "revenues" which results-7In a larger .requirement
tor appropriations for operations than would be needed if cuicion‘yéfe used

for thlis purpose. - =x
o f
lechinlcal Problems
teo. luliou of sowe lmmedlud o T S IS N 8 ﬁlubl«;m:, {o attempred 1.0 thls
study by r&fining certain fil.aacial definitions frow thdse currencly used
by institutions and collecting agencles. Thus attention 1s glven to
reporting as tuitlon and fees, tultlfon payments remitted to the state and
reappropriated; avoidance ot _double counting state tfinarcial aid to

students as both an appropriation and tul{tiou; reporting sums destlned for
colleges and univepsities such as fringe benefits but approprlated to
another_agency; exclusion of tuition and fee amounts waived or discounted;
and exclMiglon ot atypilcal massive sums for public services such as indigent

patidnt care. , ; i
L ‘J&‘!-
N
Two major technfcal problems remalning with (nilcfal recommendations are:
1. This study attempts to provide the hasfc ftactors poverning state
support  of gpublic  institutlons.”  The  educatlon  proprams  of  these
fnstitutions are recognlzed as the core actlvity and tinanctal requirements
are accordingly weasured by student envollment.  Forollment fs adjusted by
. \
A )
, LU
."f ’
1y
6
\ o
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the System SuSpe%ﬁ Index te account for the varying funding requirements of
the different types of institutions: The index does 'well in accounting for
the added costs, of smaller «classes, ‘greater faculty experience, and
additional equipment at cthe graduate and professional academic levels. A
fairly uniform progression in costs does occur for these education inputs
as advancement 1is made from the two-year cpl}ege to the major reseaych
university. However, the 1ndex is far less successful im adjusting for fthe
more highly variéd funding patternb of ‘research, e@perlmept statigns,
public service, .university HOSpitalﬁ, and dimilar pperations. Because of
the extreme range of funding r these activities and the highly individual
university requirements brodght abouf -by stéte geography, history,

occupational profile, etc. the author bélieves that fundlng for these
non- student related- activitles shoyld be” separately detailed and exciuded

from 1nterstate financial tompariébns

v

£
» } ’i
Au in}.tlal step lua Lhis ditct_Liunf, and 1ccommended ‘to NClp . 1s Lhe
separat{ion of  tinaun.es for student telaled educational and gencral
opewvations Lrom the fluaaces of aucillary proprletary activitles such as
auxtliary enterprises and hospitals, whith are ldrg§ly self-suppoirciug and

consumer oriented. For c<ducationgl and general ftranting, revefnues from
the six wajor svUrces would be detailed by Intended use for tnstruction amd
supfport, research and development, public service, and studenf aid. _ For

ancillary operations, revermues frow' all sources would be repdrted as a
total. Suth an o:ganizattonf tor reporting financial data would be as
folldws: : 2

A

EDUCATLUNAL AND GENERAL . ,

- " lntended purpose 1
/ YnetrUttlTu Research & Public Studtn§

Svutce & Support bevelopment Se[V%Cc Ajd
lulclon %
Federal . ' A
StaLe G vt. \ )
Local Guve (
Pvt Gifus/o. 50
8 A
Endowment v

lustrucud, 1... .les and oti.. .cademic supp... student .civicCes,

o Lnbtxtut10nal support, and ope.ation and malntenance of the plant.

“Includes Federally funded R&D Centers under ingtitutional financial
control. - ®

Scholarships, fellowships, college work-study.  Excludes loans.

ANCTLLARY AND PROPRIETARY OPERATTONS

A
’ Intended purpose

sales and
Services of Auxiliary

Educ Actlvjties Enterprises Hospitals Other

All® Sources .

s

V4
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2. Opening fall FTE enrollment does not represent a full year Student
load and the NCES Higher Education General Information Survey (HEGLS) does
not establish a standard definition for "full-time-equivalent student.' The
varying size ,0f summer school programs are not reflected 'in a single
enrollment cownt’. Fall enrollment understates the student load for states
with large summer -school programs, and overstates. load where summer
programs are small. To the extent that institutions use different rormulas
for identifying FTE's, their FTEvenrollment ddta lack comparability. Most
institutions likely use similar conversions < of part-time to
full-time~equivalents (roughly one-third), which reduces the seriousness of
this inconsistency. However, dtandardized conversion, perhaps by credit
hour and academic level, would materially i{mprove the comparability of 'this
critical data component. - '

-

Ueographical rrice ludex
X { N
lh‘: wodel presenled Lo (bl Stud, 1o detaaded (o tucdude thic Ldolc
weaourable faciors affelcing st.ce tioan tng of nigher educacion An
elghth facior-—-a geougraphical price 1undex--1s recugnlized Bs an impurcant
future addicion This sectton defines thi. index and explains how

interstate comparisons oL financial data wuuld be improved by its use.

GEOGRAPHICAL PRLICE LNDEX (An  tndex o reflect ditferencey in
purchasing power among states due to geographical variation in the prices
pald by colleges and universities for the same goods and services.)
Currently unavailable. . ' : .

The cost of providing public education varies considerably from state to
state. Because higher education is labor intensive, much of this variation
1s due to differences in wages paid to faculty and administrators. Wages
vary across the country as the result ot such factors as unionization, the
urbauization of an area, differences in cost-of-living, and the climate and
suocial attractiveness of an area. Prices paid by colleges and universities
tor raw materials, energy, construction, and equipment also vary depending
on proximity to supplier and local demand.

A pevgtaphloal poloe tudoa would Compare the prlaca pald Lo ans sauc oo
a.d services i.. diff.rent locations, where the dmouat dud quality of Cthese
goods and services are equal. (The fact that the business of rnigher
education 1s conducted somewhat differ ntly from oune place togr another
because climate and terrain impose diliferent requirements forgﬂ ating,
cooling, smnow removal, etc., is not considered 1in a price Index. For
higher education, a price index would report differcnces dmong stafes In
the prices paild for exactly the same milx of faculty and administratrs of
equivalent quulity performing the same work, together with the prices paid
for all other 1items of fixed description purchased in the educational
market basket. The diffijculty of holding quality constant has prevented
construction of such an index, although some investigation has been made.

{
A geographical price findex could be wsed to adjust state and local
povernment appropriations and tultion revenues to reflect fﬂgililent
purchasing power. From exploratory studles, values:of a price Index for
public scrvices have ranged from as much as 45 percent above the natlonal
averagd, (Alaska) to 20 percent below for a number of states. Approximately
15 states might exceed +107% of the national average. Glven thiy degree of

variance, Interstate comparabillity of higher educatlon financing would be
vastly lmproved 1f such an i{ndex were avatlable. '

- 20 -
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SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT (¥
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1963-64
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Systpm support |
1961-02
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TABLE | /5
SEVEN FACTORS Tax Effort

IN STATE 1902

SUPPORT (OF

PUBLIC HIGHER

EDUCATION

1963-84

V' 1, NEW YORK
; 2, 0.C.

3. ALASKA
4, RHODE |SLAN
5. WISCONSIN
6, MASSACHUSET
7, HAHAL
B, MICH|GAN



TABLE | AP b
SEVEN FACTORS ~ Appropriations pi

[N STATE 1963 - 04
SUPPORT OF (TAX x 16/ENROLL
PUBLIC HIGHER
EOUCAT
1983-0

1. ALASKA

2. 0.C.

¥, WYOMING

&, NEW YORK

5, HAWALD .

A 6. KENTUCKY
7. TEXAS
B, NEW JERSEY
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 TABLE OUTPUT /
SEVEN FACTORS  Appropriat]
. IN STATE - Por Student
oo v SUPPORT OF 1965-84
CPWLICHIGER — (app + 71T
EDUCAT | ON |

1963-84

. ALASKA
/jz. D.C

3. WYOMING

4, NEW YOR

5. PENNSYL
6. NEW JER

1. KENTUCK

8. VERMORT
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TABLE 2.

SLVEN FACTORS
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SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
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1963-4

ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR{ ZONA
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Student
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School Grad
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1,000
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12,0 -9
0.3 80
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SEVEN FACTORS
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SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
1963-4

6
AllocatTon
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Educatlon

Percent
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ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR 70NA

revenug |nd



TABLE 3

THE BASIC DATA
1963-64

ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA

A/l ARAAA

.Aﬁ

Res|dent
Populat |
July
(000)

3,946

443
2,891
2,304

A6

* A
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TABLE 4

SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBL [C HICGHER
EOUCAT | ON
HISTORICAL

CONNECTICUT

/

Ros [dent
Student
ourcorHlg

school Gra

HY Grads

par
1,000
pop.  Ind

1977-18 15,6 11C
1970-RN 18 | INC
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1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983284

1977-178
1979-80
1980~81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84

1977-78
1979~80
1980-~81
1681-82
"1982-83
1983-84

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84

1977-78
1979-60
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
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#6

Allocatlon to
Public Higher

Educatlon

Percent
of tax
revenue Index

10.9
12.2
12.9
13.2
12.0
1.3
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105
15
17
121
116
11

APP

Appropriations
per student

(TAX x #6/ENROL)

Dol lars per

studont
Actual’ Ad]J
2,300 1,933
3,025 2,542
3,481 2,925
3,739 3,142
3,920 3,294
3,966 3,333
1,879 2,18»
2,331 2,710
2,551 2,967
2,679 3,115
2,970 3,454
3,086 3,588
2,344 1,906
2,870 2,333
3,222 2,618
3,326 2,704
3,625 2,947
3,640 2,960
2,778 3,087
3,349 3,724
L3,314 3,682
3,494 3,883
3,659 4,066
3,948 4,387
2,271 2,341
2,750 2,835
2,497 2,515
2,648 2,730
2,910 3,062
3,243 3,343
2,642 2,338
3,135 2,774
3,047 2,697
3,165 2,800
3,333 2,949
3,891 3,443

I ndex

76 1223,
&2 TTTZ0
< 1.20
) 1.20
a2 1.23
82 1.24
86 1.48
89 1.45
91 1.47
89 1.52
96 1.52
93 1.52
75 1.34
76 1.32
81 1.31.
77 1.33
82 1.34
17 1.36
121 1.17
122 1.17
13 . 1.19
m {oq.2
113/ 1.22
14 1.2
92 1.43
93 1.42
79 1.52
78 1.52
85 1.52
87 1.90
92 1.23
91 1.23
83 1.25
80 1.27
82 1.29
89 1.30

i

Tultlon
Factor

Factor
value Index

99
98
96
96
97
98

119
118
119
122
120
120

108

107
105
107
106
107

95
95
96

97

95 .

115
115
123
122
121
18

100
100
101
102
t03
102

TUITION

Estimated Tultlon
per student

APP (TUITION
FACTOR - 1.00)

Dollars per

student
Actual (AdJ
518 471
613 557
685 623
729 663
893 812
958 871
896 943
1,055 1,110
1,207 1,271
1,391 1,464
1,535 1,616
1,609 1,694
808 824,
907 926
997 1,017
1,103 1,125
1,216 1,241
1,314 1,340
484 , 510
582 612
640 674
723 761
802 845
810 852
981 962
1,158 1,135
1,310 1,284
1,377 1,350
1,544 1,514
1,607 1,575
620 516
126 605
761 635
. 849 107
982 818
1,154 %1

154
156
161
170
172
162

135
130
129
131
132
128

157
160
163
157
161
150

84

81
82
87
92

ouTPUT

Appropriatlions
4 Est. Tultlon
per student Ad]
(APP + TUITION)

Dollars
per
student

Ad Justed |ndex

2,408
3,110
3,560
3,819
4,114
4,209

3,154
3,847
4,27
4,625
5,120
5,335

2,671
3,201
3,575
3,753
4,102
4,198

3,585
4,320
4,345
4,635
4,903
5,228

3,319
3,987
3,885
4,107
4,606
4,948

2,861

3,386 .

3,341
3,521
3,784
4,425

100
102
106
106

A13

109
85

89

13
115
108
107
108
107

105
106
96
94
101
101

91

83
81
83
90

INPUTS

" Potentlal Tax

Revenues per
student Ad]
(#4/ F\ x#2x#3)

Dollars
per

student -

Ad Justed

22,645
27,358
28,147
31,149
36,264
40,693

30,680
35,312
36,952
40,057
43,803
47,079

20,294
23,587
24,322
26,330
28,044
29,860

35,031
39,393
39, 868
45,279
50, 317
51,066

22,952
26,387
27,294
27,880
30,346
32,104

21,438
25,352
26,586
21,673
29,324
32,998

I ndex

92
95
95
9
105
Vo8

142
137
135
142
145
136
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TABLE 5 A

THE BASIC DATA ‘Res Id
HISTORICAL Popu|

July®
(000)

ALABAMA T 19m-16 73

979-80 3,83

960-61 3,86
1QRI-R? 1 AQ




TABLE 3

THE BASIC DATA
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CONNECTICUT 1911-18
197980

1980-81

A

T Ros | ¢
Popul

July*
[000)

.
e
i



JABLE 5 A

THE BASIC DATA Res I

Hi STORICAL Popu

July!

(000

|DAHO 1911-18 i)
1979-80 y

e 1980-81 ')




TABLE 5 A
“THE BASIC DATA s |
HISTORICAL PopL
July
(00C

CLOVISIANA 1971-T8 3¢

1979-80 4,0

Va8 Ot i
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TABLE

THE BASIC DATA L

HISTORICAL

MISSISSIPPI

1977-18
1979-0
1980-6
1961-82

(Aa° o1

A

Res |
Popu
July
(000

2,
2,1
2,5
2,5
o I
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FABLE 5 a A
1/ .
THE BASIC DATA 'Res | de
'+ HISTORICAL ~ -Popula
* uljy*
; 'jﬁ;}f (000)
v ensey 1Y 7 3
T 1919-60 7,356

' 1980-81 7,373
e 1981-82 1,317
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THE BASIC. DATA
HISTORICAL
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1980-81
1981-82

Res |
Popu

,,0
,,9
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3,0
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A B c - D B Fa* Foo F . Ga Gt G

. \.“. -
DATA . Resldent High FTE Tax Tax : State Local State & System '
Populatlon * School Publlc Capacity Revenues Appro- Appro- . Local Appro- . Support
E—\\\\_~ July* ¢ Graduates Enrollment FY¥ FY® priatlos prlatlons priations Index FY#*
(000) Spring* Fall - (000,000) (000,000) (000,00) (000,000) (000,000) Appn. Tultlon Total
1977-178 4,329 54,279 110,489 2,584.7 2,078.2 253.8 0.0 253.8 1:.07 1.04 1.06
1979-80 4,462 . 51,346 116,367 3,019.3 2,538.4 -323.5 0.0 323.5 o 1.0 1.04 1.06
1980-81 4,533 52,400 ° 119,404 3,177.6 2,758.5 325.9 0.0 325.9 1.07 1.04 1.06
1981-82 4,595 55,061 118,147 .3,448.5 2,902.6 352.0 0.0 352.0 1.07 1.04 1.06/
1982-83 4,612 56,192 117,351 3,748.0 3,262.0 370.7 0.0 37027 1.07 1.04 1.0§
1983-84 4,653 56,881 117,674 4,091.4 3,410.2 387.0 0.0 387.0 _1.07 1.04 . 1.06
1977-78 12,903 165,169 ~ 431,912 10,766.9 71,258,6 1,039.9 45.5 1,085.4 1.08 0.99 1.06
1979-80 13,498 172,782 437,945 12,931.0 8,303.5 1,302.6, 55.5 1,358.1 1.08 0.99 :1.06
1980-81 13,887 175,077 450,669 14,045.4 9,045.2 1,451.7 . 61.2 1,518.9 1.08 0.99- 1.06
1981-82 14,321 178,356 458,358 16,723.5 10,858.7 1,887.8 79.6 1,967.4- 1.08 0.99 1.06
1982-83 14,766 Mf?Q,Q[Q . ]462,883 20,081.0 12,969:0 2,016,5 86.4 2,102.9 1.08 0.99 1.06
. 1983-84 15,279 }449;339 490,000 22,901.0 14,560.6 2,320.9 94.5 2,415.4 1.08 0.99 1.06
'1977-78 1,272 20,108 45,108 814.4 7127.7 o 0.0 117.1 17 1.31 1.20
1979-80 1,364 20,556 45,631 I,gﬁb.ﬂ 914.0 140,2 0.0 140.2 1.17 1.31 1.20
1960-81 1,416 20,469 48,247. 1, .8 1,057.8 156.1 0.0 156.1 1.17 1.31 1.20
1981-82 1,472° 20,487 49,144 1,195.0 1,208.9 1761 0.0 176.1 1.17 1.31 1.20
-1982-83 1,518 . 19,667 - . 52,018 1,351.0 ~1,310.0 196.8 0.0 196.8 1.17 1.31 1.20
1983-84 1,563 19,443 52,280 1,496.1 1,454.2 204.5 670 204.5 1.17 1.31 1.20
1977-78 485 7,687 13,804 3245 353.2 . 21,1 0.2 21.3 1.04 1.23 1.08
- 1979-80 498 7,918 . 13,656 361.'4 374§§ 24,7 0.2 24.9 1.04 1.23 1.08
1980~-81 506 . 7,925 14,120 - 374.5 410.0” 26.5 0.2 26.7 1.04 1.23 .08
198182 512 - 71,796 14,170 411.2 428.3 29.8 0.2 30.0 1.04 1.23 1.08
1'982-83 516 7,345 13,984 446.0 469.0 32.4 0.2 32.6 1.04 1.23 1.08
1983-84 518 7,434 14,268 478.5 525.3 34,7 0.3 35.0 1.040 1.230 1.080
1977-78 5,133 69,450 156,357 3,397.0 3,8?5.5 324.7. 0.0 324.7 1.01 1.06 1.02
1979-80 5,284 ~ 69,178 161,453 .« 4,011.6 3,¥/4.0 433.2 0.0 433.2 1.01 1.06 1.02
1980-81 5,325 71,399 168,045 4,276.17 3,778.3 499.6 0.0 499.6 1.01 1.06 1.02
1981-82 5,362 ;‘ 71,073 174,334 4,818.1 4,256.0 529.4 0.0 529.4 1.01 1.06 1.02
1982-83% 5,430 71,657 172,438 5,262.0 4,709.0 572.3 0.0 572.3 .01 1.06 1.02
1983-84 5,479 72,340 173,‘7(03 . { 5,732.5 5,123.,9 598.6 . 0.0 L 598.6 1.01 1.06 1.02
1977-78 3,691 53,292 154,831 2,655.1 2,629.6 380.3 0.0 380.3 -° 0.96 0.9 0.96
1979-80 3,886 53,143 167,379 -3,270.9 3,117.0 - . 456.9 0.0 456.9 0.96 0.96 0.96
1980581 4,013 53,801 175,155 *3,595.5 3,463.0™ 451.8 0.0 451.8 0.96 0.96 0.96
1981-87 4,148 53,297 « 160,526 4,041.3 ,788.0 443.1 0.0 443.1 0.96 0.96 0.96
1962-83 . 4,217 53,143 150,008 4,304.0 ,962.0 443.7 0.0 443.7 0,9 0.96 0.9
1983-84 4,283 53,245 152,912 4,671.9 4,473.5 561.7 0.0 561 .7 0.96 0.%6 0.96
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TABLE 5

THE BASIC DATA

'HISTORICAL

S

. WEST VIRGINIA

1977-78
1979-60
1900-5

1981-62
{ Q741

A

Res ¢



